REMARKS 

Claims 1-23 are pending. Claims 6-16 are allowed. Claims 21-23 are objected to but 
indicated as having allowable subject matter. Claims 1-5 and 17-20 are rejected. Applicant 
requests reconsideration and allowance of the claims in light of the above amendments and 
following remarks. 

Substance of March 13, 2006 telephone interview 

Applicant's representative conducted a telephone meeting with the Examiner on March 
13, 2006. With respect to claim 1, the Examiner agreed during the telephone call that Rha does 
not teach at least the claimed element of "simultaneously forming a contact plug and a bit line in 
the contact and in the bit line pattern, respectively, wherein the contact plug and the bit line are 
formed above the first contact pad and the second contact pad, respectively, and have upper 
surfaces that are co -planar." 

With respect to claim 17, the Examiner maintained that a capacitor is shown in Fig. 6E of 
Rha. Namely, the conductive line above region 6 was interpreted as a lower capacitor electrode, 
the regions 32 and 33 were interpreted as a dielectric and an upper electrode (not shown) was 
said to be foraied on region 33. 

Allowed Claims 

AppHcant acknowledges the allowance of claims 6-16. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 21-23 were indicated as having allowable subject matter in the September 19, 
2005 Office Action. The February 15, 2006 Office Action does not object to, or reject, claims 
21-23. Applicant therefore intei-prets the status of these claims as being the same as the 
September 19, 2005 Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1-3, 5, and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Rha 
et al. U.S. Patent No. 6,613,670 ("Rha"). 
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Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections. 

With respect to claim 1, the Examiner agreed during a March 13, 2006 telephone call that 
Rha does not teach at least the claimed element of "simultaneously forming a contact plug and a 
bit line in the contact and in the bit line pattern, respectively, wherein the contact plug and the bit 
line are foraied above the first contact pad and the second contact pad, respectively, and have 
upper surfaces that are co-planar." Thus claim 1 should be allowed. Claims 2-3 and 5 are 
dependant and should also be allowed. 

With respect to claim 17, even if Rha did teach the capacitor as described in the 
telephone meeting, Rha fails to teach additional elements of claim 17. Namely, Rha fails to 
teach at least the element of "a third insulating film having an opening that exposes the storage 
node contact." 

Referring to FIG. 6E of Rha, the Office Action alleged that layer 8 is the claimed first 
insulating film, that layer 28 is the second insulating film and that the unlabled conductor is the 
claimed storage node contact. However, the Office Action does not identify a third insulating 
film having an opening that exposes the unlabled conductor. Rha is limited to storing very little 
charge in a lower electrode because of the failure to contemplate a third insulating film having an 
opening that exposes the storage node contact. 

Moreover, there is no suggestion to modify Rha to include the claimed third insulating 
layer having an opening that exposes the storage node contact. The alleged dielectric layer 32 
abuts the unlabed conductor thereby precluding the claimed insulation layer. 

In contrast, claim 17 includes "a third insulating film having an opening that exposes the 
storage node contact." This feature is shown in the present specification, FIGS. 2H and 21. 
Those figures show that the opening in the third insulating layer 290 allows for a larger lower 
electrode of a capacitor to be formed. The lower electrode extends through the third insulating 
layer and the second insulating layer 260 having the bit line. The larger electrode 
advantageously increases an amount of charge that may be stored. Thus claim 1 7 should be 
allowed. Claims 18-20 are dependant and should also be allowed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 
Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Rha as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Chiang et al. U.S. patent No. 6,383,863 ("Chiang"). 
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Claim 4 is dependant and should be allowed for at least the same reason as claim 1. 



Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, reconsideration and allowance of all pending claims is 
solicited. The Examiner is encouraged to telephone the undersigned at (503) 222-3613 if it 
appears that an interview would be helpful in advancing the case. 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C. 
210 SW Morrison Street, Suite 400 
Portland, OR 97204 
503-222-3613 



Customer No. 20575 
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Respectfully submitted, 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C. 




Hosoon Lee 



Reg. No. 56,737 



